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The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
a  previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Tennessee  (Mr.  Gore)  is 
recognized  for  30  minutes. 

•  Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  Speaker,  there  is  an 
urgent  need  for  the  United  States  to 
reassess  its  position  and  policy  on  nu¬ 
clear  arms.  Millions  of  Americans 
appear  to  have  concluded  that  the 
orilSTway  either  we  or  the  Soviets_can 
win  the  arms^Taee— is  byendingLit,  k 
''Freeze  resblutionsrmcrt~~only  in  the 
Congress,  but  all  around  the  country, 
attest  to  the  strength  of  this  belief. 
Last  Thursday’s  rgzor  edge  vote  on  the 
freeze  resolution  shows  how  far  this 
idea  has  gone,  and  how  closely  the 
Congress  is  divided  at  a  critical 

I  moment.  Congress  has  before  it  spend¬ 
ing  bills  that  will  define  the  scope  and 
pace  of  U.S.  strategic  weapons  pro¬ 
grams  for  years  to  come.  But  without 
SALT  II,  and  years  away  from  some 
new  agreement  with  Moscow,  there  is 
no  agreed  framework  within  which  to 
make  these  decisions. 

The  President  is  urging  Members  of 
the  Congress  to  follow  his  lead  in  arms 
control  or  at  least  to  refrain  from  ac¬ 
tions  that  would  undermine  his  negoti- 
■  ating  position.  Unfortunately,  his  pro¬ 
posals.  both  for  nuclear  weapons  pro- 
\  curement  and  for  START,  have  failed 
\to  prevent  erosion  of  the  bipartisan 
consensus  vifaT  to  both  Without  sig- 
'nif leant  change  in  our  current  policy, 
requisite  unity  will  be,  I  fear, 
unachievable. 

Many  Members  of  Congress  and 
much  of  the  public  are  convinced  that 
the  President’s  overall  approach  is  not 
viable.  Worse  still,  an  apprehension  is 
building  that  even  an  occurrence  of 
events  along  lines  preferred  by  the 
President,  would  promote  greater  ten- 
sions  and  dangers  relating  to  nuclear 

weapons  than  ever  before. 

This  skepticism  has- already  mani¬ 
fested  itself  in  a  series  of  close  votes 
not  only  on  the  freeze  resolution  but 
on  the  MX  missile,  and  by  the  rapid 
House  approval  of  an  amendment  to 
the  defense  appropriations  bill,  the 
practical  effect  of  which  was  to  legis¬ 
late  SALT  II  constraints. 

The  President  cannot  afford  to 
ignore  what  is  happening,  nor  can 
Congress.  If  this  polarization  contin¬ 
ues,  vital  choices  about  nuclear  weap¬ 
ons  may  be  stalemated,  and  we  will 
have  anotheir^JlbonTTiegqtiating 
effort  with  the  Soviets. 

"On  the  other  hand,  those  who  ques¬ 
tion  the  current  policy  and  direction 
of  the  President,  including  advocates 
of  a  freeze,  cannot  welcome  the  pros¬ 
pect  of  a  deep  national  division  over 
matters  that  touch  directly  on  our  se¬ 
curity  and  on  peace. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  situation  can  be  al- 
**  tered;  unity  opfljisjurgont  matter  is 
nqtin^triqvable.  With  constructive  bi¬ 
partisan  leadership  in  Congress,  and 
responsive  leadership  from  the  Presi¬ 
dent  and  his  party,  we  can  reestablish 
a  common  denominator  about  nuclear 
weapons  and  arms  control.  We  need 
some  bedrock  level  of  agreement  that 
permits  the  President  to  pursue  a 
course  that  most  of  us  can,  in  good 


conscience,  support— if  not  totally, 
then  at  least  on  basic  thrusts. 

If  this  is  to  be  done,  however,  those 
of  us  who  disagree  with  the  President 
must  be  prepared  to  acknowledge  ele¬ 
ments  in  his  approach  that  have 
merit,  while,  hopefully,  those  who  sup¬ 
port  the  President’s  ideas  will  concede 
the  existence  of  faults  and  the  need 
for  correction. 

It  is  my  purpose  today,  Mr.  Speaker 
and  my  colleagues,  to  critique  the 
President’s  proposals  and  to  under¬ 
score  what  I  believe  to  be  their 
strengths  but,  also,  to  offer  proposals 
designed  to  demonstrate  how  the  cur¬ 
rent  approach  could  be  altered,  so  as 
to  retain  its  best  features  and  to  pre¬ 
serve  and  enhance  the  conditions 
needed  for  a  meaningful  halt  to  the 
nuclear  arms  race. 

start:  what  is  right  about  it 

The  President’s  public  statements  on 
strategic  nuclear  arms  control  have 
correctly  centered  on  the  notion  of 
<*  stabilftjj  While  we  hope  for  reductions 
■  or  nuclear  weapons7~the  factTsThat 
evenone  nuclear  submarine  contains 
*■  enough  weaponry  to  ravage  a  conti¬ 
nent.  It  is  crucial,  therefore,  that  at 
C£ny>level  of  armament.  United  States 
and  Soviet  nuclear  forces  be  designed  ** 
in  a  way  that  avoids  a  bias  toward  first 
use.  In  some  future  moment  of  crisis, 
theflast  thing  we  should  want  is  for 
decisionmakers  on  either  side  to  be 
under  a  compulsion  to  launch  a  nucle¬ 
ar  war,  for  reasons  that  have  to  do 
with  the  mechanical  characteristics  of 
the  weapons  themselves.  On  the  con¬ 
trary,  we  need  to  make  sure,  if  possi¬ 
ble,  that  weapons  in  being— in  their 
qualities  and  in  their  relationship  to 
each  other— do  not  add  to  the  uncer¬ 
tainties  and  fears  that  threaten  to 
drive  events  out  of  control  in  periods 
of  great  tension. 

Increasingly,  however,  we  seem  to  be 
moving  in  the  pnoosite  direction.  For  a 
decade,  U.S.  weapons  programs  and 
U.S.  approaches  to  arms  control  have 
reflected  a  deep  concern  about  the  vul¬ 
nerability  of  our  ICBM  force  to  Soviet 
attack.  Today,  the  Soviet  Union  pos¬ 
sesses  enough  weapons  of  the  requisite 
quality  to  destroy  a  very  large  propor¬ 
tion  of  our  ICBM  force  while  using  up 
only  a  fraction  of  the  Soviet  Union’s 
inventory;  leaving  them  with  a  large 
reserve  to  use  for  purposes  of  coer¬ 
cion— the  so-called  counterforce  sce¬ 
nario.  Many  students  of  nuclear  weap¬ 
onry  doubt  that  Soviet  leaders  would 
ever  seriously  entertain  the  idea  of 
such  an  attack,  but  their  judgment 
does  not  offset  the  fact  that  the  Sovi¬ 
ets  own  the  means  for  carrying  it  out, 
and  have  paid  dearly  to  acquire  it  for 
reasons  that  invite  apprehension^ 

A  decade  from  now,  the  shoe  could 
be  on  the  otner  loot.  We  arerffiSving 
toward  the  deployment  of  two  new 
systems,  either  of  which  would  give  us 
the  means  to  carry  out  a  full  counter- 
force  strike  against  the  Soviet  Union’s 
ICBM  silos:  the  MX  ICBM  and  the 
Trident  D-5  submarine-launched  bal¬ 
listic  missile.  At  that  time,  the  Soviets 


would  be  even  more  vulnerable  than 
we  are  at  present,  because  they  have 
deployed  so  much  more  of  their  nucle¬ 
ar  force  on  land.  Nothing  could  be 
more  detrimental  to  strategic  stability 
than  forcboth/sides  to  be  vulnerable  to 
a  first  strike.  Under  those  conditions, 
the  side  which  refrains  from  using  its 
weapons  first  must  be  prepared  to 
I  gamble,  at  every  instant,  its  political 
|  destiny  and  perhaps  its  physical  sur- 
i  vival. 

The  fear  of  a  first  strike,  even  if  it  is 
persistently  labeled  as  an  "irrational” 
fear,  will  continue  to  sustain  and  nur¬ 
ture  the  state  of  mental  siege  warfare 
which  now  exists  between  the  United 
States  and  the  Soviet  Union. 

The  present  psychology  of  conflict 
frustrates  progress  toward  our  mutual 
goal  of  making  nuclear  war  less  likely. 

But  this  psychology  of  conflict  is  un¬ 
likely  to  change  until  the  tangible  fear 
of  attack  is  removed.  In  turn,  the  fear 
of  attack  cannot  be  removed  so  long  as 
the  nation  which  strikes  first  has  what 
some  persist  in  calling  an  “advantage.’1" 

start:  what  is  wrong  with  it 

Although  the  President's  statements 
have  emphasized  the  gqal  of  enhanced 
stability,  there  is  reason  to  doubt 
whether  his  specific  proposals  for 
arms  control,  as  well  as  for  new  weap¬ 
ons, <wbrk  together  as  advertised:  that  *  A 

I  Is7  whether  his  combined  approach  is  a 
plausible  means  for  achieving  a  more 
stable  riuclearnbalance  at  lower  levels 
or  armament. 

Regrettably,  the  administration  has 
not  produced  anything  to  demonstrate 
that,  this  would  be  the  case.  All  we 
know  is  that,  in  his  Eureka  speech,  the 
President  announced  a  proposal  for 
5,000  ballistic  missile  warheads  for 
each  side,  on  no  more  than  850  mis¬ 
siles,  with  not  more  than  2,500  of  the 
warheads  to  be  land  based.  Since  then, 
there  has  been  a  regrettable  absence 
of  reasoned  argument  of  how  the 
United  “States  and  the  Soviet  Union 
can  find  mutual  solutions  to  their  stra- 
fegic  problems  within  this  framework. 
Meanwhile,  ^knowledgeable  analysts 
and  thoughtful  citizens  outside  the  ad¬ 
ministration  have  begun  to  do  their 
own  analytical  work,  which  has  led 
many  to  the  belief  that  the  President’s 
START  proposal  would  actually  di-  ^ 
minish,  rather  than  enhance,  strategic 
stablHtyT 

"Th  this  connection,  I  want  to  com¬ 
mend  to  your  attention  a  recent  publi¬ 
cation  by  the  Congressional  Research 
Service,  entitled  “President  Reagan's 
START  Proposal:  Projected  U.S ./ 
UJS.S.R.  Ballistic  Missile  Forces.”  This 
paper  provided  the  first  detailed  effort 
to  apply  principle  to  practice  in  order 
to  produce  a  logical  assumption  as  to 
how  both  we  and  the  Soviets  would 
adapt  our  strategic  forces  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  President’s  proposal, 
and  how  these  revised  forces  would 
likely  relate  to  each  other  in  terms  of 
stability.  Although  the  paper  is  a 
model  of  impartiality,  it  is  disturbing 
nonetheless.  What  the  charts  in  this 
paper  indicate  to  me  is  that  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  proposals,  even  if  fully  accepted 
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and  followed,  would  result  In  nuclear 
arsenals  which,  though  smaller,  would 
be  both  deadlier  and  mutually  vulner¬ 
able.  This  could  be  a  fatal  flaw;  It 
cmhst  be  avoided^ 

StaBUlly_Is_rtot  something  inherent 
in  the  strategic  forces  of  either  coun¬ 
try  taken  in  isolation.  It  depends  in¬ 
stead  on  the  relationship  between  the 
two  forces  and  on  how  these  forces 
tend  to  influence  decisionmaking 
when  they  are  played  off  against  each 
other. 

Within  the  architecture  of  the  Presi¬ 
dent's  START  proposal,  the  Soviet 
Union  would  retain  its  ability  to 
launch  a  first  strike  on  U.S.  ICBM 


silos.  Indeed,  the  ratio  dl  thelr  war¬ 
heads  to  our  silos  would  more  than 


doubleT At  the  same  time,  the  United 
States— through  the  deployment  of 
the  MX  ICBM  and  the  Trident  II  D-5 
missile— would  have  acquired  the 
means  to  target  all  01  the  soviet 


Union’s  silos.  This  result  would  make 


nuclear  war  far  more  likely  than  it  is 


f  *■ 


today.  Mutual  fear  would  increase  dra¬ 
matically.  " 

Obviously,  such  a  situation  is  intol¬ 
erable.  Some  administration  spokes¬ 
men  have  already  recognized  as  much 
by  pointing  out  that  it  is  premature  to 
judge  the  effect  of  START  reductions 
on  U.S.  ICBM  forces  until  the  admin¬ 
istration  announces  how  the  MX  is 
supposed  to  be  based.  Their  argument 
is  that  a  secure  basing  mode,  for  exam¬ 
ple  the  so-called  DensePack,  would 
give  us  the  means  to  neutralize  the 
Soviet  Union’s  ability  to  launch  a 
counterforce  attack.  That  may  well  be 
true,  although  it  remains  to  be  seen 
whether  Dense  Pack,  or  any  other 
scheme,  will  hold  water.  But  assuming 
this  to  be  the  case,  we  would  (als^  Jje 
acquiring  the  means  to  launch  a  first 
strike  against  the  Soviet  Union.  Our 
disclaimer  of  any  such  intention,  how- 
ever  sincere,  would  hardly  dispel  the 


Soviet  fear  of  such  a  capacity 
'Wow,  u  weTrad  a  choice  between  a 
world  in  which  U.S.  forces  can  be  de¬ 
stroyed  by  invuinerable  Soviet  weap¬ 
ons,  and  a  world  in  which  it  was  the 
around?  then 


Cot  her  -way  around?  then  Americans 
would  obviously  prefer  to  have  things 


arranged  in  our  favor.  But  that  choice 
does  not  exist.  Any  effort  to  create 
such  a  world  wouI3TIgnore  its  likely 

and  behav¬ 


ior,  and  consequently,  upon  the  strate¬ 
gic  relationship,  the  prospects  for 
arms  control,  and  upon  stability. 

It  is  certain  that  the  Soviet  Union 
will  look  for  remedies  to  the  threat  of 
a  U.S.  counterforce  capability.  In  so 
doing,  the  Soviets  will  have  options  in¬ 
volving  new  strategic  deployments, 
and  other  options  that  might  be  at¬ 
tainable  through  arms  control.  With 
respect  to  the  former,  the  Soviets 
would  have  many  alternatives,  includ¬ 
ing;  launch  on  warning  (which  would 
greatly  increase  the  risk  of  nuclear 
war);  deceptive  basing  (which  would 
sharply  reduce  prospects  for  future 
arms  control  because  of  the  loss  of  ver¬ 
ifiability);  and/or  abrogating  the  ABM 
Treaty  (which  would  removeTHFonly 
permanently  agreed  restraint  to  all- 
out  competition  in  nuclear  weapons). 

In  contrast  to  this  rich  menu  of 
hardware"  options  available  to  the 
Soviets,  there  is  very  little  available  to 
them  at  present  through  arms  control. 
So  far  as  I  ”cah "  tell,  the  President’s 
programin  essence  jnvites  the  Soviet 
Union  Co"  trade  dowrt>  from  precisely 
those  significant  advantages  he  has 
said  they  enjoy,  while  aIIowihg~tire 
United  States  to  deploy  new  weapons 
which  would  subject  them  to  new 

forms  of  risk. 


It  is  important,  at  this  point,  to  note 
that  the  START  proposal  is  entirely 
silent  on  the  matter  of  cruise  missiles, 
at  a  time  when  the  administration  has 
plans  for  deploying  more  than  10,000 
l  of  them,  capable  of  being  launched 
I  from  the  air,  the  ground,  and  from  the 
^  sea.  There  is  a  certain  technical  justi¬ 
fication  for  this  omission,  based  on  the 
internal  logic  of  the  START  proposal, 
which  is  centrally  concerned  with  fast- 
moving  systems  suitable  for  the  coun¬ 
terforce  attack.  There  may  even  be 
good  reason  from  a  negotiator’s  point 
of  view  to  let  the  Soviets  make  their 
own  case  for  limits  on  these  weapons. 


But  commonsense  and  realism  require 
us  to  know  that  we  cannot  reach 
agreement  with  the  Soviet  Union  If 
our  position  ignores  and  even  violently 
contradicts  that  country’s  security  re¬ 
quirements.  A  recent  article  in  the 
New  York  Times  put  it  very  well: 


There  Is  no  sure  way  to  verify  a  cruise 
missile’s  range,  no  way  to  tell  whether  it  is 
carrying  a  conventional  or  nuclear  warhead. 
And  apart  from  being  a  potential  nightmare 
for  the  strategic  balance,  cruise  missiles 
affect  prospects  for  achieving  reductions  in 
other  weapons.  The  Russians  will  not  agree 
to  big  cuts  in  their  ballistic  missiles  and 
bombers  if  they  must  prepare  to  face  thou¬ 
sands  of  new  cruise  missies. 


A  NONCOUNTERFORCE  ALTERNATIVE 


It  seems  to  me  that  what  is  missing, 
and  what  we  badly  need,  is  another 
option:  one  which  will  combine  a  mlni- 
s  mum  of  new  weaponry  andjnaximum 
( of  arms  control  in  a  package  which 
would  resolve  the  fear  of  a  first  strike, 
by  eliminating  it  as  a  convincing  alter¬ 
native  for  either  side.  There  is  a  way 
to  achieve  such  an  outcome,  if  we  and 
the  Soviets  are  prepared  to  act  boldly 
while  there  is  still  time. 


^  On  March  22,  I  described  (and  en¬ 
tered  into  the  Congressional  Record) 
a  proposal  designed  to  accomplish  this. 
My  suggestion  was  to  go  to  the  root  of 
the  problem  by  phasing  out  land-based 
i  MIRV’d  ballistic  missiles,  in  favor  of 
cxeglacements~?that  would  carry  only  a 
single  warhead.  I  introduced  calcula¬ 
tions  which  showed  that  if  such  a  con¬ 
version  took  place,  neither  we  nor  the 
Soviets  would  be  in  a  position  to 
attack  each  other’s  ICBM  silos  under 
conditions  that  could,  by  any  stretch 
of  the  imagination,  ever  be  considered 
advantageous.  It  followed  from  this 
line  of  reasoning  that,  if  the  Soviets 
were  prepared  to  dismantle  weapons 
that  presently  allow  them  to  threaten 
our  ICBM  silos,  we  should  agree  on  to 
deploy  new  weapons  that  would  give 
us  the  means  to  carry  out  a  counter¬ 
force  first  strikeon_iIm  Soviet  Union. 
This  meant  an<Immediate>  agreement 
not  Jo  bpgradq  existing  forces  in  ways 

that  would  make  them  counterforce 
m  weapons,  not  to  move  beyond  “The  re- 
search  and  development  stage  in  weap¬ 
ons  such  as  the  MX  and  the  D-5, 
which  are  in  fact  counterforce  weap¬ 
ons.  T£S7~ 

Since  the  President’s  Eureka  speech, 
I  have  been  undertaking  to  construct 
and  to  rationalize  a  program  by  which 
he  could  adjust  and  advance  from 
where  he  is  to  where,  I  am  convinced, 
the  President  of  the  United  States 
should  be  at  this  critical  period.  With 
the  aid  of  experts  from  the  Library  of 
Congress  and  of  other  specialists,  I 
have  concluded  that  a  promising  solu¬ 
tion  is  possible.  Today,  therefore,  I  am 
introducing  a  proposal  by  which  it 
would  be  possible  to  convert  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  pending  proposal  Into  a  non¬ 
counterforce  alternative. 

The  core  of  this  proposal  Is  the 
common  ceiling  of  5,000  ballistic  mis¬ 
sile  warheads,  whicKTs,  of  course,  the 
major  component  of  .the  President’s 
negotiating  offer.  What  I  suggest  is 
that  this  number  of  warheads  should 
be  reallocated  in  ways  which  are  in¬ 
herently  stable.  Specifically,  we  and 
the  Soviets  should  phase  out— as  I 
have  suggested  earlier^CalT  our  land- 
based  MIRV’ed  ICBM’s,  and  retain 
only  that  portion  of  our  presenfTCBM 
force  which  is  un-MIRV’ed;  our  Min- 
utemafTTI  missiles,  andtfieir  SS-ll’s. 
IT'sb  "happens,  moreover,  that  these 
missiles  exist  in  nearly  equal  numbers, 
450  to  518,  which  provides  the  basis 
for  parity.  However,  because  each 
country  regards  these  missiles  as  bid;  I 

[suggest  that  they  be  replaced  by  a 
new,  lightweight  ICBM  specifically  de¬ 
signed  to  carry  just  one  warhead.  The 
balance  of  the  5,000  warheads  allotted 
each  side  would  be  deployed  at  sea, 
thereby  continuing  a  trend  in  the  evo¬ 
lution  of  both  sides’  nuclear  forces 
which  is  salutary,  because  nuclear 
weapons  at  sea  are  likely  to  remain 
relatively  invulnerable  for  the  foresee¬ 
able  future.  In  sum,  the  effects  of  an 
agreement  on  these  lines  would  be: 

First,  no  first  strike  capability  for 
either  side.  Although  both  the  United 
States  and  the  Soviets  would  have 


weapons  with  counterforce  capabili¬ 
ties — the  ability  to  destroy  hardened 
silos— neither  side  would  have  any¬ 
where  near  enough  of  these  weapons 
for  purposes  of  a  first  strike,  unless 
the  attacker  was  prepared  to  deplete 
the  bulk  of  all  his  ballistic  missile 
forces.  The  fear  of  a  first  strike,  and 
its  distorting  effect  on  the  planning 
and  negotiating  behavior  of  both  sides, 
would  be  dealt  with  and  neutralized. 

Second,  all  changes  would  be  consist¬ 
ent  with  the  maintenance  of  essential 
equivalence.  A  glance  at  the  tables  I 
am  introducing  into  the  Record  will 
show  that  both  sides  end  up  with 
equal  numbers  of  ICBM  launchers, 
equal  numbers  of  ICBM  warheads, 
equal  SLBM  warheads,  and  equal 
numbers  of  ballistic  missile  warheads, 
overall— at  the  5,000  level  proposed  by 
the  President.  Further  calculations 
would  show  near  equality  in  ballistic 
missile  throw-weight. 

Third,  limitson  cruise  missiles  would 
establish  a  framework  for  dealing  with 
the  so-called  gray  area  weapons.  It 
should  be  noted  also  that  Soviet  per- 
\  ceptions  about  intermediate-range 
weapons,  like  the  Pershing  II.  may 
moderate  once  it  is  clear  that  this 
system  could  not  become  part  of  an  in¬ 
legrated  U.S.  first-strike  capability. 

Were  the  Soviets  ready  and  willing 
to  make  the  necessary  major  changes 
in  their  strategic  forces,  we  should  be 
willing  to  forego  deployment  of  the/'  )A 
MX  and  the  Trident  D-5.  And  bothvjjy 
sides  should  be  willing  to  negotiate 
meaningful  restraints  jm  cruise  mis¬ 
siles.  In  this  regard,  I  suggest  again  a 
portion  of  my  earlier  proposal,  which 
dealt  with  air-launched  cruise  missiles, 
and  add  a  proposal  for  limiting  them 
at  sea.  While  I  acknowledge  that  thesg 
ideas  are  bound  to  be  controversial,  I 
venture  to  advance  them  in  the  hope 
h/oT  that  they  will  invite  and  encourage 
others  to  come  forward  with  ideas 
they  consider  to  be  better.  Serious,  en¬ 
lightened,  nonpartisan  debate  on  this 
most-critical-of-all  public  issue  is  ur¬ 
gently  Imperative. 

I  believe  that  the  proposal  I  submit 
today  offers  a  way  to  bridge  the  gap 
between  critics  and  supporters  of  the 
President’s  proposal.  It_  is  consistent 
with  the  basic  objectives  of  the  freeze 
movement.  In  that  it  requires  a/stan~<L  V  V 
dqwrpon  the  deployment  of  new  coun- 
terforce  weapons,  followed  by  a  phas¬ 
ing-out  ol  those  which  already  exist.  It 
is,  however,  also  consistent  with  the » 
President’s  view  as  to  an  acceptable 
number  of  ballistic  missile  warheads, 
and  it  would  mandate  a  reasonable 
level  of  activity  to  continue  the  devel¬ 
opment,  of  nuclear  weapons  designed 
to/replacb)  those  whose  useful  life  is 
ending.' 


Finally,  in  my  opinion,  there  is  a 
better  chance  now  than  ever  before 
that  the  Soviet  Union  may  be  willing 
to  undertake  fundamental  changes  in 
strategic  weaponry  through  arms  con¬ 
trol.  They  have  been  showing,  for  the 
first  time,  public  concern  at  the  pros¬ 
pect  and  consequences  of  first  strike 
capabilities  on  both  sides.  If  recent 
leaks  to  the  press  from  Geneva  are 
correct,  they  are  also  hinting  at  a 
readiness  to  contemplate  major  reduc¬ 
tions  within  the  context  of  an  agree¬ 
ment  which  would  adequately  address 
their  security  needs  as  they  interpret 
them. 


Of  course,  this  is  not  the  first  time 
that  the  Soviets  have  made  a  gesture 
In  the  direction  of  major  reductions, 
and  their  public  talk  about  the  danger 
of  first  strike  capability  could  be  more 
for  our  consumption  than  theirs.  But 
the  purpose  of  negotiations  is  to  ex¬ 
plore,  rather  than  preclude  avenues  of 
agreement.  We  should  get  to  the  / 
bottom  of  what  the  Soviets  mean;  v/ej 
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should  test  their  sincerity.  The  gravity 
of  the  developing  threat  to  mankind 
requires  no  less. 

If  we  follow  the  President’s  propos¬ 
als  we  will  enter  a  more  dangerous 
world.  With  some  imagination,  howev¬ 
er,  the  President’s  stated  principles 
can  lend  themselves  to  a  better,  less 
threatening  outcome. 


A  Noncounterforce  Alternative  to 
President  Reagan’s  START  Proposal 

PROPOSED  GUIDELINES 

It  Is  suggested  that  during  the  forthcom¬ 
ing  strategic  arms  reduction  talks  (START) 
the  United  States  propose  the  following 
guidelines  to  the  Soviet  Union: 

(1)  Pending  a  successful  conclusion  of  the 
START,  the  Soviet  Union  and  the  United 
States  will: 

Continue  to  abide  by  the  provisions  con¬ 
tained  in  the  unratified  SALT  II  Treaty. 

Not  convert  additional  ICBM  launchers  to 
launchers  for  MIRVed  ICBMs. 

/  Not  Initiate  or  continue  accuracy— im- 
L  provement  tests  of  currently  deployed  types 
>  of  MIRVed  ballistic  missiles. 

Not  impede  the  verification,  by  national 
technical  means  of  verification,  of  the  above 
provisions. 

(2)  A  new  strategic  arms  reduction  agree¬ 
ment  would  contain  the  following  provi¬ 
sions: 

Ceilings 

Neither  nation  will  possess  more  than 
5,000  ballistic  missile  warheads  by  the  end 
of  1994.  Within  this  ceiling,  no  more  than 
500  warheads  will  be  in  silo-based  ICBMs. 

Neither  nation  will  possess  MIRVed 
ICBMs  by  the  end  of  1994. 

By  the  end  of  1994,  the  aggregate  throw 
weight  of  each  nation’s  ICBM  force  will  not 
exceed  the  aggregate  throw  weight  of  500 
SS-11  or  500  Minuteman  II  ICBMs,  which¬ 
ever  is  larger. 

Neither  nation  will  possess  more  than  200 
long-range  heavy  bomber  aircraft  by  the 
end  of  1994.  Within  this  ceiling,  no  more 
than  120  bombers  will  be  equipped  to 
launch  air-launched  cruise  missiles 
(ALCMs). 

Neither  nation  may  deploy  more  than 
2,400  ALCMs  with  their  long-range  heavy 
bomber  force. 

Sea-launched  cruise  missiles  (SLCMs)  ca¬ 
pable  of  ranges  of  over  600  kilometers  will 
not  be  deployed  on  surface  ships  or  attack 
submarines.  However,  if  SLCMs  are  de¬ 
ployed  in  ballistic  missile-launching  subma¬ 
rines  (SSBs/SSBNs),  the  SLCMs  must  be 
stowed  in  and  launched  from  SLBM  launch¬ 
ing  tubes,  and  each  SLCM  warhead  would 
be  counted  as  a  SLBM-launched  warhead. 

Reduction  process 

Starting  January  1, 1983,  the  Soviet  Union 
and  the  United  States  will  proceed  to  reduce 
the  number  of  their  strategic  offensive 
weapons  launchers  (launchers  for  ICBMs 
and  SLBMs,  and  heavy  bombers)  toward  the 
5,000-warhead  ceiling  on  ballistic  missiles 
and  the  200-aircraft  heavy  bomber  ceiling. 

The  Soviet  Union  will  dismantle  the 
launchers  for  its  MIRVed  SS-18,  SS-19,  and 
SS-17  ICBMs  (in  that  order),  followed  in 
the  same  order  by  dismantlement  of  launch¬ 
ers  for  the  single-warhead  versions  of  these 
ICBMs.  Concurrent  to  Soviet  dismantle¬ 
ment  of  these  ICBM  launchers,  the  United 
States  will  retire  some  launchers  for  the  Po¬ 
seidon  SLBM  and  launchers  for  the  Minute- 
man  III  ICBM  (in  that  order).  Each  nation 
will  retire  at  least  80  launchers  per  annum 
until  all  the  launchers  for  MIRVed  ICBMs 
have  been  retired.  However,  the  retirement 
of  launchers  for  the  Minuteman  III  will 
take  place  after  the  Soviet  Union  dismantles 
80  launchers  of  the  MIRVed  version  of  the 
SS-18;  and,  the  United  States  will  be  al¬ 
lowed  to  modify  50  of  the  Minuteman  III 
ICBM  silos  to  launchers  for  Minuteman  II 
ICBMs  or  a  new  single-warhead  ICBM. 

As  applicable,  each  nation  will  reduce  the 
size  of  its  long-range  strategic  bomber  force 
to  200  aircraft  by  the  end  of  1994.  Until  the 
200-alrcraft  ceiling  is  met,  reductions  in  the 
number  of  long-range  heavy  bomber  aircraft 
will  begin  in  1983  at  a  net  rate  of  no  less 
than  13  aircraft  per  annum. 

New  deployments 

As  the  replacement  to  currently  deployed 
single-warhead  ICBMs,  both  nations  are  al¬ 
lowed  to  develop,  test,  and  deploy  a  new 
single-warhead  silo-based  ICBM  (without  a 
“bus”  to  dispense  MIRVs)  possessing  a 
throw  weight  no  larger  than  the  throw 
weight  of  the  Soviet  SS-11  or  the  U.S.  Min¬ 
uteman  II  ICBMs,  whichever  has  the  larger 
throw  weight. 

Both  nations  may  develop,  test,  and 
deploy  new  ballistic-missile-launching  sub¬ 
marines  and  new  long-range  heavy  bomber 
aircraft. 

As  hedges  against  failure  to  reach  a 
START  agreement,  or  an  abrogation  of  an 
agreement,  <^^5iations  may  develop  and 
/festn  but  not  produce  and  deploy,  a  new 
MfRVed  ICBM  and  a  new  MIRVecTSLBM. 

VERIFICATION  OF  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PROVI¬ 
SIONS  CONTAINED  IN  THE  ALTERNATE  START 

The  deployment  of  silo-based  ICBMs  is 
verified  from  overhead  photography. 

Silos  containing  MIRVed  ICBMs  have 
characteristics  (signatures)  that  are  distinct 
from  silos  containing  single-warhead 
ICBMs. 


Currently,  the  numbers  and  types  of 
SLBMs  being  deployed  is  routinely  verified 
by  observing  the  SSBN  in  which  the  SLBM 
is  being  introduced.  Overhead  photography 
and  other  means  of  detection  are  used. 

SLCMs  deployed  in  SLBM-launchlng 
tubes  could  be  verified  in  the  same  way 
SLBM  deployment  is  now  verified. 

Verification  that  ICBM  or  SLBM  launch¬ 
ers  are  being  dismantled  Is  made  from  over¬ 
head  photography  and  other  means. 

The  performance  and  characteristics  of 
new  types  of  ICBMs  and  SLBMs  is  primarily 
determinable  from  data  intercepted  when 
the  missiles  are  tested. 

The  accuracy  Improvements  of  ICBMs 
and  SLBMs  is  verified  from  intercepted  test 
telemetry,  and  by  tracking  the  missiles 
during  operational  tests. 

The  Soviets  would  not  be  able  to  attain  a 
comfortable  degree  of  confidence  in  the  per¬ 
formance  of  additional  accuracy  Improve¬ 
ments  to  their  ICBMs  and  SLBMs  without 
thorough  testing  of  the  whole  missile 
system. 

Bomber  aircraft  equipped  with  ALCMs 
have  observable  differences  from  bombers 
not  equipped  to  carry  these  weapons. 

The  numbers  and  types  of  heavy  bombers 
deployed  is  verified  by  photographic  surveil¬ 
lance  of  the  aircraft  production  facilities 
and  bomber  operational  bases. 

Significant  violations  in  the  number  of 
ICBM  and  SLBM  launchers  and  bombers 
deployed  would  be  readily  detected. 

U.s.  STRATEGIC  PROGRAMS  UNDER  THE  PROPOSED 
ALTERNATE  START 

Reductions 

No  hard-site  ABM  defense  needed. 

Nojerpcurement  and  deployment  of  the 
M-X  ICBM,  andno  construction  for  Lasing 
thtTM-X,  burcontinuelts  development. 

‘Tfo  procurement,  production,  anddeploy- 
ment  of  the  Trident  H  SLBM,  but  continue 
its  development.  Consequently,  Trident  I 
SLBMs  that  were  recently  deployed,  and 
those  that  will  be  deployed  in  the  near 
future,  would  not  be  retired  prematurely. 

No  implementation  of  ballistic  missile  ac¬ 
curacy  improvements  (such  as  stellar-iner¬ 
tial  system)  to  existing  ballistic  missiles. 

No  deployment  of  larger  or  more  lethal 
reentry  vehicle  warheads. 

Retirement  of  the  Titan  n  and  Minute- 
man  in  ICBM  force,  and  an  option  to  retire 
the  Minuteman  II  force. 

Phased  retirement  of  the  B-52D,  B-52H, 
and  B-52G  bombers. 

Reduction  in  the  number  of  B-52  aircraft 
that  would  be  modified  to  carry  ALCMs. 
Without  a  ceiling  on  the  number  of  heavy 
bombers  equipped  to  launch  ALCMs,  more 
than  120  B-52  bombers  could  be  converted 
to  ALCM  carriers. 

Curtailment  in  the  total  number  of  tanker 
aircraft  needed  to  support  the  strategic 
bomber  force. 

Phased  retirement  of  the  Lafayette-class 
(Poseidon  and  Trident  I)  SSBNs  from  the 
strategic  forces,  and  the  conversion  of  some 
of  these  boats  to  attack  submarines.  Some 
of  Lafayette-class  boats  equipped  to  launch 
the  Trident  I  SLBM  could  be  conveyed  to 
Great  Britain,  as  an  alternative  to  the  Tri- 
dient  n  SLBM. 

Curtailment  in  the  total  number  of 
ALCMs  that  would  be  deployed.  Without  a 
ceiling  on  ALCMs  the  number  of  long-range 
strategic  weapons  would  continue  to  grow. 

Indirect  curtailment  in  the  total  number 
of  nuclear  bombs  and  short-range  attack 
missiles  (SRAMs)  that  would  be  deployed. 
Without  a  ceiling  on  heavy  bombers,  the 
number  of  bomber-deliverable  weapons 
would  continue  to  grow. 

Indirect  curtailment  in  the  total  number 
of  long-range  sea-launched  cruise  missiles 
(SLCMs)  that  could  be  deployed.  Unless  the 
number  of  long-range  SLCMs  that  can  be 
deployed  is  limited,  the  number  of  long- 
range  strategic  weapons  would  continue  to 
grow. 

New  deployments 

If  the  450  Minuteman  II  ICBMs  currently 
deployed  are  retired,  and  the  U.S.  does  not 
deploy  in  modified  Minuteman  IU  silos  50 
additional  Minuteman  ns  now  in  storage, 
500  new  single- warhead  ICBMs  (denoted  in 
tables  as  MX-2)  would  be  needed. 

100  B-1B  bomber  aircraft  (initially  tasked 
to  be  penetrating  bombers,  and  later  phased 
to  ALCM  carriers,  replacing  B-52G  CMCs, 
as  the  more  advanced  STEALTH  aircraft 
assume  the  penetrating  role).  As  an  alterna¬ 
tive  to  the  B-1B,  100  new  cruise  missile  car¬ 
rying  aircraft  could  be  deployed. 

100  STEALTH  penetrating  bombers  or  100 
advanced  CMCs. 


PROBABLE  EFFECT  ON  SOVIET  STRATEGIC  PRO¬ 
GRAMS  UNDER  THE  PROPOSED  ALTERNATE 

START 

Reductions 

No  expansion  of  current  ABM  capabilities. 

No  deployment  of  a  mobile  ICBM  with  a 
hard-target  capability. 

No  construction  for  basing  of  a  mobile 
ICBM. 

No  deployment  of  larger  or  more  lethal 
reentry  vehicle  warheads. 

No  deployment  of  SLBMs  with  hard- 
target  capability. 

No  implementation  of  accuracy  Improve¬ 
ments  to  existing  MIRVed  ballistic  missiles. 

Retirement  of  the  entire  SS-11  ICBM 
force  if  500  units  of  a  new  single-warhead 
ICBM  (denoted  as  SS-X  in  tables)  are  de¬ 
ployed  to  replace  the  SS-11  missiles. 

Retirement  of  the  SS-17,  SS-18,  and  SS- 
19  ICBMs  a  few  years  earlier  than  anticipat¬ 
ed. 

Retirement  of  all  the  Yankee  I  SSBNs 
and  the  one  and  Yankee  II  SSBN,  or  their 
conversion  to  attack  submarines. 

Retirement  of  SS-N-6  SLBMs  on  Yankee 
I  SSBNs. 

Retirement  of  the  one  Golf  III  SSB.  all 
the  Hotel  II  SSBNs,  and  the  one  Hotel  III 
SSBN. 

Retirement  of  SS-N-5  SLBMs  on  Hotel  II 
SSBNs. 

Retirement  of  the  TU-95  Bear  and  Mya-4 
Bison  bombers. 

Retirement  of  the  Kangaroo  air-launched 
missile. 

New  deployments 

500  New  single- warhead  ICBMs  (denoted 
in  tables  as  SS-X),  if  500  SS-lls  are  not  re¬ 
tained. 

200  new  heavy  bombers  (denoted  in  tables 
as  TU-X  SWL  and  TU-X). 

Deployment  of  ALCMs  and  SRAMs  with 
the  new  heavy  bombers. 

Replacement  of  Yankee  I  SSBNs  with  a 
new  SSBN  (denoted  in  tables  as  SSBN-X) 
equipped  with  16  launchers  for  SLBMs. 

Continued  deployment  of  Typhoon-class 
SSBNs. 

Continued  deployment  of  SS-N-20  SLBMs 
on  Typhoon-class  SSBNs. 

Deployment  of  SS-N-17  SLBMs  (or  other 
existing  type)  on  a  new  SSBN  (denotd  in 
tables  as  SSBN-X)  replacing  the  Yankee  I 
SSBNs. 

ESTIMATED  TYPE  AND  NUMBER  OF  SOVIET  AND 
U.S.  SLBM’S  IN  SSB’S  AND  SSBN’S 

Soviet  ballistic-missile-launching  subma¬ 
rines  (SSBs  and  SSBNs)  are  believed  to 
carry  the  following  number  and  type  of 
SLBMs:  20  SS-N-20s  in  Typhoon  SSBNs;  16 
SS-N-18s  in  Delta  III  SSBNs;  16  SS-N-8s  in 
Delta  II  SSBNs;  12  SS-N-8s  in  Delta  I 
SSBNs;  SS-N-17s  In  Yankee  II  SSBNs;  16 
SS-N-6s  in  Yankee  I  SSBNs;  6  SS-N-8s  in 
Hotel  III  SSBNs;  3  SS-N-5s  in  Hotel  II 
SSBNs;  and  6  SS-N-8s  in  Golf  III  SSBs.  A 
new  SSBN  (denoted  as  SSBN-X  in  tables)  is 
projected  would  carry  16  SS-N-17s  or  other 
existing  SLBM. 

U.S.  SSBNs  carry  the  following  number 
and  types  of  SLBMs:  16  Poseidon  or  16  Tri¬ 
dent  I  in  Lafayette-class  SSBNs;  and  24  Tri¬ 
dent  I  in  Ohio-class  SSBNs. 

WARHEAD  LOADINGS  USED  IN  PROJECTIONS 

Unless  otherwise  specified  in  the  tables, 
all  other  ballistic  missiles  except  the  follow¬ 
ing  are  estimated  or  projected  to  carry  a 
single  independently-targetable  reentry  ve¬ 
hicle  (RV): 

Soviet— SS-N-20,  10  MIRVs;  SS-N-18,  7 
MIRVs. 

U.S.— Minuteman  III,  3  MIRVs;  Poseidon, 
9  MIRVs  (average);  Trident  I,  8  MIRVs. 

Bombers  weapon  loadings  are  estimated 
and  projected  to  be  as  follows: 

Soviet— TU-95  Bear,  1  AS-3  Kangaroo 
missile  or  four  bombs;  Mya-4  Bison,  2 
bombs;  TU-X  SWL,  12  ALCMs  (average) 
plus  4  bombs;  TU-X,  6  SRAMs  plus  2 
bombs. 

U.S.— B-52D,  2  SRAMS  plus  4  bombs;  B- 
52G/H,  4  SRAMs  plus  4  bombs;  B-52G 
CMC,  12  ALCMs  plus  4  SRAMs  plus  4 
bombs  through  1985  (thereafter,  348 
ALCMs  added  per  year,  to  replace  SRAMs 
and  bombs,  until  all  B-52G  CMCs  are 
equipped  with  20  ALCMs);  B-1B,  8  SRAMs 
plus  4  bombs;  B-1B  CMC,  24  ALCMs; 
Stealth,  8  SRAMs  plus  4  bombs. 
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PROJECTED  SOVIET  SSB/SSBN  INVENTORY  UNDER  ALTERNATE  START  PROPOSAL 


Bp  end  of  calendar  pear— 


SSB/SSBN  das*  (STB*  type) 

1982 

1983 

1984 

1985 

1986 

1987 

1988 

198$ 

1990 

1991 

1992 

1993 

1994 

1995 

l)  _ 

. . .  1 

3 

5 

1 

9 

1! 

11 

11 

11 

11 

11 

11 

11 

11 

ij 

15 

15 

15 

15 

15 

15 

IS 

15 

15 

IS 

15 

15 

15 

15 

.  . .  4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

.  18 

18 

18 

13 

18 

18 

18 

18 

18 

18 

18 

18 

18 

18 

>7) 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7) 

. . . .  1 

3 

5 

7 

9 

11 

13 

15 

17 

19 

20 

21 

21 

21 

i)' . . , . .  . 

J? 

20 

18 

16 

13 

11 

9 

7 

5 

3 

1 

0 

0 

0 

)  . 

.  1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

.  1 

1 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8 

0 

0 

. . . . 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

. _ . . .  70 

70 

70 

70 

70 

70 

70 

70 

70 

70 

69 

69 

69 

69 

Delta  It  (SS-ft-8) 
Delta  I  (SS-N-8) . 
Yankee  9  (S$-N- 
SSBW— X  <$S-N-1 
Yankee  I  (SS-M 
Hotel  III  reS-M) 

(Wl 


Golf  HI  (SS-N-8) 
Gelt  IV  (SS-N— 6 

Total _ 


PROJECTED  SOVIET  SSB/SSBN  RETIREMENT  UNDER  ALTERNATE  START  PROPOSAL 


SSB/SSBN  class 


1983 


During  calendar  year- 


1984  1985  1986  1981  1988  1989  1990  1991  1992  1993  1994  1995 


Subtotal 


Yankee  9 

Yankee  I . . 

Hotel  III . 

Hotel  II . 

Golf  III . 


Total.. 


0  1 

3  2 

0  1 

0  0 

1  0 


0  0 
2  2 
0  0 
0  0 
0  0 


4 


2 


2 


0  1 
0  22 
0  1 
0  6 
0  1 
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During  calendar  year — 


Oodrv  Class 

1983 

1984 

1985- 

1986 

1987 

1988 

1989 

1990 

1991 

1992 

1993 

1994 

1995 

ouuioiai 

Typhoon . 

.  2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10 

SS8N-X . . 

.  2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

1 

1 

0 

0 

20 

Total . . . . 

. " . . . . 

. . — . 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

2 

2 

2 

2 

1 

1 

0 

0 

30 

PROJECTED  U.S.  SSBN  INVENTORY  UNDER  ALTERNATE  START  PROPOSAL 


By  end  of  calendar  year — 


oodiy  class  \0L0iYi  type; 

1982 

1983 

1984 

1985 

1986 

1987 

1988 

1989 

1990 

1991 

1992 

1993 

1994 

1995 

Lafayette: 

Poseidon . 

19 

19 

14 

13 

12 

10 

8 

5 

1 

0 

fi 

0 

0 

0 

Trident  1 . 

12 

12 

12 

12 

12 

12 

12 

12 

12 

12 

9 

5 

2 

0 

Ohio  (Trident  1) . 

3 

5 

6 

7 

9 

11 

13 

15 

16 

18 

20 

22 

23 

Total . 

33 

34 

31 

31 

31 

31 

31 

30 

28 

28 

27 

25 

25 

23 

PROJECTED  U.S.  SSBN  RETIREMENT  UNDER  ALTERNATE  START  PROPOSAL 


SSBN  class 


During  calendar  year — 


Subtotal 


1983 

1984 

1985 

1986 

1987 

1988 

1989 

1990 

1991 

1992 

1993 

1994 

1995 

Lafayette: 

Poseidon . 

5 

1 

1 

2 

2 

3 

4 

1 

0 

a 

0 

0 

19 

Trideni  1 . . 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3 

4 

3 

2 

12 

Total . 

5 

1 

1 

2 

2 

3 

4 

1 

3 

4 

3 

2 

31 

PROJECTED  U.S.  NEW  SSBN  DEPLOYMENT  UNDER  ALTERNATE  START  PROPOSAL 


Ohio.. 


Total... 


SSBN  class 


During  calendar  year- 


1983 


1984 


1985  1986 


1987 


1988  1989 


1990 


1991 


1392  1993 


1994 


1995 


Total 


ICBM's: 

SS-18  (10  RV’s) . . 

SS-18  (8  RV's) . 

SS— 19  (6  RV's . 

SS-17  (4  RV's . 

SS-18  1  RV) . 

SS-19  1  RV) . 

SS-17  1  RV) . 

SS— 13 . 

SS-11 . . . . 

ss-x . 


Subtotal . ......... 


SLBM's. 

SS-N-20  (10  (TVs) 
SS-N-18  7  RV’s)  ( 
SS-N-17: 

Yaokee  II ..... _ 

SS8N-X . 

SS-N-8: 

Delta  «... . 

Delta  I . . 

Hotel  III . 

Golf  III . 

SS-N-6: 


PROJECTED  SOVIET  ICBM/SLBM  LAUNCHER  INVENTORY  UNDER  ALTERNATE  START  PROPOSAL 


Missile  designation 


By  end  of  calendar  year— 


Yankee  l._ . 

Golf  IV . . 

SS-H-5  (Hotel  II). 


Subtotal . 


Total.. 


1982 

1983 

1984 

1985 

1986 

1987 

1988 

1989 

1990 

1991 

1992 

1993 

1994 

1995 

75 

75 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8 

0 

0 

0 

175 

170 

90 

10 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

300 

300 

300 

300 

300 

230 

150 

70 

e 

6 

0 

0 

0 

0 

120 

120 

120 

120 

120 

120 

120 

120 

no 

30 

0 

0 

0 

0 

58 

58 

58 

58 

68 

58 

58 

58 

58 

58 

8 

0 

0 

0 

60 

60 

60 

60 

60 

60 

60 

60 

60 

60 

60 

0 

e 

0 

32 

32 

32 

32 

32 

32 

32 

32 

32 

32 

20 

0 

0 

60 

60 

60 

60 

60 

60 

60 

60 

60 

60 

60 

a 

0 

518 

518 

468 

418 

368 

318 

268 

218 

168 

118 

68 

18 

0 

0 

0 

50 

100 

150 

200 

250 

300 

350 

400 

450 

500 

500 

500 

....  1,398 

1,398 

1,318 

1,238 

1,158 

1,078 

998 

918 

838 

758 

678 

598 

500 

500 

20 

60 

100 

140 

180 

220 

220 

220 

220 

220 

220 

220 

220 

220 

240 

240 

240 

240 

240 

240 

240 

240 

240 

240 

240 

240 

240 

240 

12 

12 

12 

12 

12 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9 

o 

16 

48 

80 

112 

144 

176 

208 

240 

272 

304 

320 

336 

336 

336 

64 

64 

64 

64 

64 

64 

64 

64 

64 

64 

64 

64 

64 

64 

216 

216 

216 

216 

216 

216 

216 

216 

216 

216 

216 

216 

216 

216 

6 

6 

6 

6 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

o 

6 

6 

6 

6 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

320 

288 

256 

208 

176 

144 

112 

80 

48 

16 

0 

0 

o 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

o 

o 

18 

12 

6 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

950 

984 

1,018 

1,052 

1,070 

1,092 

1,092 

1,092 

1,092 

1,092 

1,076 

1,076 

1,076 

1,076 

2,348 

2,342 

2,336 

2,290 

2,228 

2,170 

2,090 

2,010 

1,930 

1,850 

1,754 

1,674 

1,576 

1,576 

PROJECTED  SOVIET  STRATEGIC  BOMBER  INVENTORY  UNDER  ALTERNATE  START  PROPOSAL 


Bomber  designation 


By  end  of  calendar  year— 


1982 

1983 

1984 

1985 

1986 

1987 

1988 

1989 

1990 

1991 

1992 

1993 

1994 

1995 

Til  -95  Bear . . . . . 

113 

43 

o 

113 

43 

o 

113 

43 

5 

0 

113 

43 

20 

0 

113 

43 

35 

5 

80 

20 

65 

35 

60 

10 

38 

Mya-4  Bison . . . . . . . . . 

30 

50 

20 

0 

0 

0 

S 

0 

TU-X  SWL . . . . . . . . . . 

0 

97 

65 

0 

120 

80 

0 

120 

0 

0 

0 

TU-X . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

0 

o 

80 

50 

120 

120 

120 

80 

80 

80 

80 

Total . . . . . . . . 

156 

0 

156 

o 

161 

5 

176 

20 

196 

200 

50 

200 

65 

200 

80 

200 

95 

200 

110 

200 

120 

200 

200 

fit  which  the  following  number  of  aircraft  are  At  CM  carriers  (snhtntal) .  . 

200 

J3 

120 

120 

120 

4 


PROJECTED  SOVIET  STRATEGIC  DELIVERY  VEHICLE  RETIREMENT  UNDER  ALTERNATE  START  PROPOSAL 


Oeftvefy  vehicle 


During  calendar  year- 


1983  1984  1985  1986  1987  1988  1989  1990  1991  1992  1993  1994  1995 


Subtotal 


ICBM's. 
SS-18 
SS-18 
SS— 19 
SS-17 
SS-18 
SS-19 
SS-17 
SS-13.. 
SS-11. 


10  RVs)..„, 

[i  RVs) . 

;6  RVs  ....... 

4  RV's . 

'l  RV) . 

1  RV  . 

1  RV  _ _ 


Subtotal.. 


SLBM'S: 

SS-N-17. 
SS-N-8  ... 
SS-N-6... 
SS-N-5 ... 


Subtotal. 


Bombers: 

7U-95  Bear . 

Mya-4  Bison .... 

Subtotal . . 

Total. . 


75 

5 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

50 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

50 


0 

80 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

50 


0 

10 

70 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

50 


0 

0 

80 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

50 


0 

0 

80 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

50 


0 

0 

70 

10 

0 

0 

0 

0 

50 


0 

0 

0 

80 

0 

0 

0 

0 

50 


0 

0 

0 

30 

50 

0 

0 

0 

50 


0 

0 

0 

0 

8 

60 

12 

0 

50 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

20 

60 

18 


75 

175 

300 

120 

58 

60 

32 

60 

‘518 


0 

130 

130 

130 

130 

130 

130 

130 

130 

130 

130 

98 

0 

*1,398 

0 

0 

0 

0 

12 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

12 

0 

0 

0 

6 

6 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

12 

32 

32 

32 

48 

32 

32 

32 

32 

32 

32 

16 

0 

0 

352 

...  6 

6 

6 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

18 

38 

38 

38 

54 

50 

32 

32 

32 

32 

32 

16 

0 

0 

394 

0 

0 

0 

0 

13 

20 

20 

22 

38 

0 

0 

0 

0 

113 

0 

0 

0 

13 

10 

10 

10 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

43 

0 

0 

0 

26 

30 

30 

30 

38 

0 

0 

0 

0 

156 

38 

168 

168 

184 

206 

192 

192 

194 

200 

162 

146 

98 

0 

‘1,948 

500. 


1  It  is  assumed  that  all  the  SS-11  ICBM  s  would  be  retired.  However,  if  the  Soviets  do  not  deploy  a  new  single-warhead  ICBM  (denoted  SS-X  in  this  projection),  and  retain  500  SS-ll's,  the  number  of  ICBM's  retired  would  be  reduced  by 


PROJECTED  SOVIET  STRATEGIC  DELIVERY  VEHICLE  NEW  DEPLOYMENT  UNDER  ALTERNATE  START  PROPOSAL 


Delivery  vehicle 


ICBM'S:  SS-X . . . 

SLBM'S: 

SS-N-20... . . . 

SS-N-17 . 

Subtotal . 

Bombers: 

TU-X  SWl . . . 

tu-x: . . 

Subtotal . . . . . . 

Total . 


During  calendar  year— 


1983 

1984 

1985 

1986 

1987 

1988 

1989 

1990 

1991 

1992 

1993 

1994 

1995 

Subtotal 

0 

50 

50 

50 

50 

50 

50 

50 

50 

50 

50 

0 

0 

'500 

40 

40 

40 

40 

40 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

200 

32 

32 

32 

32 

32 

32 

32 

32 

32 

16 

16 

0 

0 

3  320 

72 

72 

72 

72 

72 

32 

32 

32 

32 

16 

16 

0 

0 

3  520 

0 

5 

15 

15 

15 

15 

15 

17 

23 

0 

0 

0 

0 

120 

0 

0 

5 

15 

15 

15 

15 

15 

0 

0 

0 

0 

80 

0 

5 

15 

20 

30 

30 

30 

32 

38 

0 

0 

0 

0 

200 

127 

137 

142 

152 

112 

112 

114 

120 

66 

66 

0 

0 

3 1,220 

would  reduredTw  500*  ^  ^  ICBM'S  W0Ul(f  **  retire<l  3nd  500  sill8le'*art'ead  IC8M'S  w<wld  1)8  deployed.  However,  if  the  Soviets  do  not  deploy  500  new  single-warhead  ICBM's  the  number  of  ICBM's  that  would  be  deployed 

‘The  i2  SLBM's  on  11,8 1  Yantee  11  SSBN  are  assumed  would  be  retired.  However,  if  the  Soviets  redeploy  these  SLBM’s  with  the  postulated  SSBN-X  boats  the  total  number  of  additional  SS-N-17  SLBM's  that  would  be  deployed 
would  be  reduced  by  12. 

8  See  notes  above. 


PROJECTED  U.S.  ICBM/SLBM  LAUNCHER  INVENTORY  UNDER  ALTERNATE  START  PROPOSAL 


Missile  designation 

By  end  of  calendar  year— 

1982 

1983 

1984 

1985 

1986 

1987 

1988 

1989 

1990 

1991 

1992 

1993 

1994 

1995 

ICBM'S: 

Minuteman  III  (MK-12A) . . . . 

300 

300 

220 

140 

60 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Minuteman  III  (MK-12) . . . 

.  250 

250 

250 

250 

250 

250 

230 

150 

70 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Minuteman  II . 

.  450 

450 

450 

450 

450 

450 

450 

450 

370 

280 

200 

120 

20 

0 

Titan  II . . . 

.  52 

52 

52 

52 

52 

45 

18 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

MX-2 . . . . . . . . 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7 

34 

80 

160 

240 

320 

400 

480 

500 

Subtotal . . . 

.  1,052 

1,052 

1,052 

972 

892 

812 

732 

680 

600 

520 

520 

520 

500 

500 

SLBM's: 

Poseidon  (Lafayette) . . . 

.  304 

304 

224 

208 

192 

160 

128 

80 

16 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Trident  1: 

Lafayette . . . . . . 

.  192 

192 

192' 

192 

192 

192 

192 

192 

192 

192 

144 

80 

32 

0 

Ohio . 

.  48 

72 

120 

144 

168 

216 

264 

312 

360 

384 

432 

480 

528 

552 

Subtotal . . . . . . 

.  544 

568 

536 

544 

552 

568 

584 

584 

568 

576 

576 

576 

560 

552 

™a' . - . . . - . . . 

.  1,596 

1,620 

1,588 

1,516 

1,444 

1,380 

1,316 

1,264 

1,168 

1,096 

1,096 

1,096 

1,060 

1,052 

PROJECTED  U.S.  STRATEGIC  BOMBER  INVENTORY  UNDER  ALTERNATE  START  PROPOSAL 


By  end  of  calendar  year — 


ttomoer  designation 

1982 

1983 

1984 

1985 

1986 

1987 

1988 

1989 

1990 

1991 

1992 

1993 

1994 

1995 

B52D  . _ . . . . . . 

.  76 

76 

63 

50 

37 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

B526 . - . .  - . . . .. . . . .. . . . 

.  157 

122 

87 

53 

53 

53 

14 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

B52H  . 

96 

96 

96 

96 

96 

96 

96 

67 

25 

25 

20 

15 

0 

0 

B52G  CMC- . - . . . . . . . 

. . .  16 

51 

86 

120 

120 

120 

120 

120 

120 

90 

54 

18 

0 

0 

B-1B  . . . — . 

0 

0 

0 

0 

24 

50 

80 

100 

75 

45 

15 

0 

0 

B-1B  CMC  - . — . . . - . 

.  0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0: 

0 

0 

25 

55 

85 

100 

100 

Stealth . . . . . . — . 

.  0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9 

26 

54 

82 

100 

100 

. . .  345 

345 

332 

319 

306 

293 

280 

267 

254 

241 

228 

215 

200 

200 

Of  whirh  thp  following  number  of  aircraft  are  ALCM  carriers  (subtotal) . 

16 

51 

86 

120 

120 

120 

120 

120 

120 

115 

109 

103 

100 

100 

PROJECTED  U.S.  STRATEGIC  DELIVERY  VEHICLE  RETIREMENT  UNDER  ALTERNATE  START  PROPOSAL 


Delivery  vehicle 

During  calendar  year— 

1983  1984  W85 

1986  1987 

1988  1989  1990  1991 

1992  1993 

Subtotal 

1994  1995 

0 

0 

80 

80 

80 

60 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

300 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

20 

80 

80 

70 

0 

0 

0 

0 

250 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

80 

90 

80 

80 

100 

20 

•450 

titan  il . . . — . . . 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7 

27 

18 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

52 

Subtotal  -  . . . 

0 

0 

80 

80 

87 

107 

98 

160 

160 

80 

80 

100 

20 

*  1,052 

SLBM’s: 

0 

80 

16 

16 

32 

32 

48 

64 

16 

0 

0 

0 

0 

304 

Trident  1 _ _ _ _ — - - - - - 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

48 

64 

48 

32 

•192 

Subtotal . . . — — . . . - . . - 

0 

80 

16 

16 

32 

32 

48 

64 

16 

48 

64 

48 

32 

*496 

Bombers: 

B  52D  . . . . - . . . 

0 

13 

13 

13 

37 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

76 

g-526  . . . .. . . . .  . . . 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

39 

14 

0 

30 

36 

36 

18 

0 

173 

B-52H  _  _  _  — . - . 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

29 

42 

0 

5 

5 

15 

0 

96 

Subtotal . . . . - . . . . . 

0 

13 

13 

13 

37 

39 

43 

42 

30 

41 

41 

33 

0 

345 

^ . .  . . - . - . . . . . - 

0 

93 

109 

109 

156 

178 

189 

266 

206 

169 

185 

181 

52 

» 1,893 

1  N  is  assumed  that  si  the  Mimiteman  H  ICBM’s  would  be  retired.  However,  if  the  United  States  does  not  deploy  a  new  single-warhead  ICBM  (denoted  MX-2  In  this  projection),  and  retains  the  450  Mimiteman  #  ICBM’s  (In  addition  to 

deploying  50  Minuteman  It's  Itom  storage  into  Minuteman  III  silos),  the  number  of  ICBM's  retired  would  be  reduced  by  450.  _ 

z  Trident  I  SLBM's  are  shown  as  being  retired.  In  reality,  however,  these  SLBM’s  would  be  removed  from  Lafayette-class  SSBN's  and  redeployed  with  additional  Ohio-class  SSBN’s.  Thus,  reducing  the  number  ot  Trident  I  SLBM  s  that  would  be 
retired  by  192  SLBM's. 

3  See  notes  above. 
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PROJECTED  U.S.  STRATEGIC  DELIVERY  VEHICLE  NEW  DEPLOYMENT  UNDER  ALTERNATE  START  PROPOSAL 


Delivery  vehicle 

During  calendar  year 

— 

1983 

1984 

1985 

1986 

1987 

1988 

1989 

1990 

1991 

1992 

1993 

1994 

1995 

ICBM’s:  MX-2 . . . . . . . . . 

. . .  0 

0 

0 

0 

7 

27 

46 

80 

80 

80 

80 

80 

20 

>500 

SLBM's:  Trident  1  (Ohio) . . . . . . . 

. . .  24 

48 

24 

24 

48 

48 

48 

48 

24 

48 

48 

48 

24 

•504 

Bombers: 

B-1B . . . 

.  0 

0 

0 

0 

24 

26 

30 

20 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

100 

Stealth.. . . . . . . . 

. .  0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9 

17 

28 

28 

18 

0 

100 

Subtotal . — . . . . 

0 

0 

0 

0 

24 

26 

30 

29 

17 

28 

28 

18 

0 

200 

Total . . . . . 

. . . . . .  24 

48 

24 

24 

79 

101 

124 

157 

121 

156 

156 

146 

44 

•1,204 

1  It  is  assumed  that  all  Minuteman  II  ICBM's  would  be  retired.  However,  if  the  United  States  does  not  deploy  a  new  single-warhead  CBM  (denoted  MX-2  in  this  projection)  and  retains  the  450  Mumteman  H  (CBM'S  (in  adfition  to  deploying 
50  Minuteman  ll's  tram  storage  into  Minuteman  III  silos),  the  number  of  new  ICBM's  deployed  would  bn  reduced  by  450. 

*  Indent  I  StBM's  on  Lafayette-class  SSBN's  are  accounted  to  be  retired.  In  reality,  however,  the  SLBM's  would  be  removed  from  the  Lafayette-class  SSBN's  and  redeployed  with  additional  Ohio-class  SSBN's.  Thus,  reducing  the  number  ot 
new  Trident  I  SLBM's  that  would  be  deployed  by  192  SLBM’s. 

•See  notes  above. 

PROJECTED  SOVIET  AGGREGATE  LAUNCHER  INVENTORY  UNDER  ALTERNATE  START  PROPOSAL 


By  end  of  calendar  year — 


Lamer  type 

1982 

1983 

1984 

1985 

1986 

1987 

1988 

1989 

1990 

1991 

1992 

1993 

1994 

1995 

ICBM's/SlBM's . 

...  2,348 

2,342 

156 

2,336 

161 

2,290 

176 

2,228 

196 

2,170 

200 

2,090 

2,010 

1,930 

1,850 

1,754 

1,674 

1,576 

1,576 

Bombers . 

156 

200 

200 

200 

200 

200 

200 

200 

200 

Total . 

. . . 

„  2,504 

2,538 

2,497 

2,466 

2,424 

2,370 

2,290 

2,210 

2,130 

2,050 

1,954 

1,874 

1,776 

1,776 

PROJECTED  U.S.  AGGREGATE  LAUNCHER  INVENTORY  UNDER  ALTERNATE  START  PROPOSAL 


By  end  of  calendar  year— 

Launcher  type 

1982 

1983 

1984 

1985 

1986 

1987 

1988 

1989 

1990 

1991 

1992 

1993 

1994 

1995 

ICBM's/SIBM's . 

. . .  1,596 

1,620 

1,588 

1,516 

1,444 

1,380 

1,316 

1,264 

1,168 

1,096 

1,096 

1,096 

1,060 

1,052 

Bombers . . . . 

. . . . . .  345 

345 

332 

319 

306 

293 

280 

267 

254 

241 

228 

215 

200 

200 

Total . . . . 

. . . . . . .  1,941 

1,965 

1,920 

1,835 

1,750 

1,673 

1,596 

1,531 

1,422 

1,337 

1,324 

1,311 

1,260 

1,252 

PROJECTED  SOVIET  DEPLOYED  ICBM/SLBM  WARHEADS  UNDER  ALTERNATE  START  PROPOSAL 


Missile  designation 


IC8M  warheads: 

SS-18  (10  RVs)..... 

SS-18  8  (TV's) . 

SS-19  6  RV's) _ 

SS-17  (4  RV's) . 

SS-18  1  RV)_ . 

SS-19  (1  RV)„ _ 

SS-17  1  RV . 

SS— 13  1  RV) . 

SS-U  1  RV  ........ 

SS-Ndw  (1  RV) _ 

Subtotal . 


SLBM  warheads; 

SS-N-20  (10  RV's).. 
SS— N— 18  7  RV'S) .... 

SS-N-17  1  RV) . 

SS— H— 8  (1  RV) . 

SS— N— 6  (1  RV . 

SS— N— 5  (1  RV) . 

Subtotal . 


Total . ......... 


By  end  ol  calendar  year — 


1982 

1983 

1984 

1985 

1986 

1987 

1988 

1989 

1990 

1991 

1992 

1993 

1994 

1995 

750 

750 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

.  1,400 

1.400 

1,360 

720 

80 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,800 

1.800 

2,800 

1,800 

1,800 

1,380 

900 

420 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

480 

480 

480 

480 

480 

480 

480 

480 

440 

120 

0 

0 

0 

0 

58 

58 

58 

58 

58 

58 

58 

58 

58 

58 

8 

0 

0 

0 

60 

60 

60 

60 

60 

60 

60 

60 

60 

60 

60 

0 

0 

0 

32 

32 

32 

32 

32 

32 

32 

32 

32 

32 

32 

20 

0 

0 

60 

60 

60 

60 

60 

60 

60 

60 

60 

60 

60 

60 

0 

0 

518 

518 

468 

418 

368 

318 

268 

218 

168 

118 

68 

18 

0 

0 

0 

0 

50 

100 

150 

200 

250 

300 

350 

400 

450 

500 

500 

500 

,  5,158 

5.158 

4,368 

3,728 

3,088 

2,588 

2,108 

1,628 

1,168 

848 

678 

598 

500 

500 

200 

600 

1,000 

1.400 

1,800 

2,200 

2.200 

2.200 

2.200 

2,200 

2,200 

2,200 

2,200 

2.200 

.  1,680 

1,680 

1,680 

1,680 

1,680 

1,680 

1,680 

1,680 

1,680 

1.680 

1.680 

1.680 

1.680 

1.680 

28 

60 

92 

124 

156 

176 

208 

240 

272 

304 

320 

336 

336 

336 

292 

292 

292 

292 

286 

280 

280 

280 

280 

280 

280 

280 

280 

280 

352 

320 

288 

256 

208 

176 

144 

112 

80 

48 

16 

0 

0 

0 

18 

12 

6 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

,  2,570 

2,964 

3,358 

3,752 

4,130 

4,512 

4,512 

4,512 

4,512 

4,512 

4,496 

4.496 

4,496 

4,496 

.  7,728 

8,122 

7,726 

7,480 

7,218 

7,100 

6,620 

6,140 

5,680 

5,360 

5,174 

5,094 

4,996 

4.996 

PROJECTED  SOVIET  DEPLOYED  STRATEGIC  BOMBER  WEAPONS  UNDER  ALTERNATE  START  PROPOSAL 


Bomber  and  weapon  type 


TU-95  Bear: 

Kangaroo . ... 


Mya-4  Bison;  Bombs.. 
TlJ-X  SWL: 

AlCM's . . 

Bombs . . 

TU-X: 

SRAM's . 

Bombs . 


Total,. 


By  end  of  calendar  year— 


1982 

1983 

1984 

1985 

1986 

1987 

1988 

1989 

1990 

1991 

1992 

1993 

1994 

1995 

75 

75 

75 

75 

75 

62 

42 

22 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

152 

152 

152 

152 

152 

152 

152 

152 

152 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8b 

86 

86 

86 

86 

60 

40 

20 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

60 

240 

420 

600 

780 

960 

1,164 

1.440 

1.440 

1,440 

1,440 

1.440 

0 

0 

20 

80 

140 

200 

260 

320 

388 

480 

480 

480 

480 

480 

0 

0 

0 

0 

30 

120 

210 

300 

390 

480 

480 

480 

480 

480 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10 

40 

70 

100 

130 

160 

160 

160 

160 

160 

313 

313 

393 

633 

913 

1,234 

1,554 

1,874 

2,224 

2,560 

2,560 

2,560 

2,560 

2,560 

PROJECTED  SOVIET  STRATEGIC  WARHEAD  RETIREMENT  UNDER  ALTERNATE  START  PROPOSAL 


Delivery  vehicle 


ICBM'S: 

SS-18 

SS-18 

SS-19 

SS-17 

SS-18 

SS-19 

SS-17 

SS-13 

SS-11 


10  RVs).... 

8  RVs) . 

6  RV's . 

4  RVs) . 

T  RV) . 

1  RV  . 

1  RV  . 

1  RV  . 

1  RV) . 


Subtotal . 

StBM'S: 

SS-N-17  (1  RV).. 
SS-N-8  (1  RV).... 
SS— M— 6  1  RV  .... 
SS-H-5  1  RV  .... 


Subtotal.. 


Bombers.- 

Kangaroo  (Bear) .. 


Bombs: 

Bear . 

Bison . 

Subtotal.. 
Total . 


During  calendar  year- 


1983 

1984 

1985 

1986 

1987 

1988 

1989 

1990 

1991 

1992 

1993 

1994 

1995 

Subtotal 

0 

750 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

750 

0 

40 

640 

640 

80 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1.400 

0 

0 

0 

0 

420 

480 

480 

420 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,800 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

40 

320 

120 

0 

0 

0 

480 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

50 

8 

0 

0 

58 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

60 

0 

0 

60 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

12 

20 

0 

32 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

60 

0 

60 

0 

50 

50 

50 

50 

50 

50 

50 

50 

50 

50 

18 

0 

>518 

0 

840 

690 

690 

550 

530 

530 

510 

370 

220 

130 

98 

0 

>  5,158 

0 

0 

0 

0 

12 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

*12 

0 

0 

0 

6 

6 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

12 

32 

32 

32 

48 

32 

32 

32 

32 

32 

32 

16 

0 

0 

352 

6 

6 

6 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

18 

38 

38 

38 

54 

50 

32 

32 

32 

32 

32 

16 

0 

0 

<394 

0 

0 

0 

0 

13 

20 

20 

22 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

75 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

152 

0 

0 

0 

0 

152 

0 

0 

0 

0 

26 

20 

20 

20 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

86 

0 

0 

0 

0 

39 

40 

40 

42 

152 

0 

0 

0 

0 

313 

38 

878 

728 

744 

639 

602 

602 

584 

554 

252 

146 

98 

0 

3  5,865 

500. 

12. 


1  It  is  assumed  that  all  the  SS-11  ICBM's  would  be  retired.  However,  If  the  Soviets  do  not  deploy  a  new  single-warhead  ICBM  (denoted  SS-X  in  this  projection),  and  retain  500  SS-ll's,  the  number  of  warheads  retired  would  be  reduced  by 

•  It  is  assumed  that  the  12  SS-N-17  SLBM’s  on  the  one  Yankee  B  SSBN  would  be  retired.  However,  the  Soviets  could  redeploy  these  SLBM's  on  the  postulated  SSBN-X  boats  and  thus  reduce  the  total  number  ol  retired  SLBM  warheads  by 

•  See  notes  above. 


6 


PROJECTED  SOVIET  STRATEGIC  WARHEAD  NEW  DEPLOYMENT  UNDER  ALTERNATE  START  PROPOSAL 


During  calendar  year — 


Defivery  vehicle 

1983 

1984 

1985 

1986 

1987 

1988 

1989 

1990 

1991 

1992 

1993 

1994 

1995 

Subtotal 

ICBM'S:  SS-X  (1  RV) . . . _ . . . 

. . . .  .  0 

50 

50 

50 

50 

50 

50 

50 

50 

50 

50 

0 

0 

>500 

SLBM's.- 

SS-N-20  (10  RVs) .  . . 

. . . _ . . .  400 

400 

400 

400 

400 

8 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,000 

SS-N-17  (1  RV) _ 

 32 

32 

32 

32 

32 

32 

32 

32 

32 

16 

16 

0 

0 

•320 

Subtotal . . . . 

 432 

432 

432 

432 

432 

32 

32 

32 

32 

16 

16 

0 

0 

2,320 

Bombers: 

ALCM’s  (TU-X  SWL) _ _ 

o 

60 

180 

180 

180 

180 

180 

204 

276 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,440 

SRAM’s  (TU-X) . . . . . . 

.  0 

0 

0 

30 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

0 

0 

0 

0 

480 

Bombs: . . . . . 

TU-X  SWL . _ . 

o 

20 

60 

60 

60 

60 

60 

68 

92 

0 

0 

0 

0 

480 

TU-X . _ . . . . . 

.  0 

0 

0 

10 

30 

30 

30 

30 

30 

0 

0 

0 

0 

160 

Subtotal . . . . . 

. .  0 

80 

240 

280 

360 

360 

360 

392 

488 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,560 

Total . . . . . . . 

562 

722 

762 

842 

442 

442 

474 

570 

66 

66 

» 

6 

•  5,380 

*  K  is  assumed  that  all 
■umber  of  new  warheads  that 

*  It  Is  assumed  that  the 
'See  notes  above. 


the  $$-11  (CBM’s  would  be  retired  a»d  500  single-warhead  ICBM’s  (denoted  SS-X  in  this  projection)  would  be  deployed.  However,  X  the  Soviets  retain  500  SS-ll's  and  do  net  deploy  the  postdated  SS-X's,  the 
would  be  deployed  would  be  reduced  by  500. 

12  SS-N-17  SLBM's  on  the  1  Yankee  II  SSBN  would  be  retired.  However,  the  Soviets  could  redeploy  these  SLBM’s  on  the  postulated  SSBN-X  boats  and  thus  reduce  the  total  number  of  new  SUM  warheads  by  12 


PROJECTED  U.S.  DEPLOYED  ICBM/SLBM  WARHEAD  INVENTORY  UNDER  ALTERNATE  START  PROPOSAL 


Missile  designation 


ICBM  warheads: 

Minuteman  III  (3  MK-12A  RVs) _ 

Minuteman  III  (3  MK-12A  RV's) . 

Minuteman  II  (1  RV) . . 

Titan  II  (1  RV) . 

MX-2  (1  RV) _ _ 

Subtotal..^ . . . . . 

SLBM  warheads: 

Poseidon  (9  RV’s  average)  (Lafayette) . 

Trident  I  (8  RV's): 

Lafayette . . . 

Ohio . . 

Subtotal . . . . . 


By  the  end  of  calendar  year— 


1982 

1983 

1984 

1985 

1986 

1987 

1988 

1989 

1990 

1991 

1992 

1993 

1994 

1995 

900 

900 

900 

900 

900 

660 

420 

180 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

750 

750 

750 

750 

750 

750 

750 

750 

690 

600 

210 

0 

0 

0 

450 

450 

450 

450 

450 

450 

450 

450 

370 

290 

210 

120 

20 

0 

52 

52 

52 

52 

52 

45 

18 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7 

34 

80 

160 

240 

320 

400 

480 

500 

.  2,152 

2,152 

2,152 

1,912 

1,672 

1,432 

1,192 

980 

740 

520 

520 

520 

500 

500 

.  2,736 

2,736 

2,010 

1,872 

1,728 

1,440 

1,152 

720 

144 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,536 

1,536 

1,536 

1,536 

1,536 

1,536 

1,536 

1,536 

1,536 

1,152 

640 

256 

0 

576 

960 

1,152 

1,344 

1,728 

2,112 

2,496 

2,880 

3,072 

3,456 

3,840 

4,224 

4,416 

.  4,656 

4,848 

4,512 

4,560 

4,608 

4,704 

4,800 

4,752 

4,560 

4,608 

4,608 

4,480 

4,480 

4,416 

_  6,808 

7,000 

6,664 

6,472 

6,280 

6,168 

5,992 

5,732 

5,300 

5,128 

5,128 

5,000 

4,980 

4,916 

B-52D: 

SRAM's . 

Bombs . 

B-52G: 

SRAM's . 

Bombs . 

B-52H: 

SRAM’s . 

Bombs . 

B-52G  CMC: 

SRAM’s . 

Bombs . 

ALCM's . 

B-1B: 

SRAM’s . 

Bombs . 

B-1BCMC:  ALCM’s 
Stealth: 

SRAM’s.. _ 

Bombs . 

Totals _ 


PROJECTED  U.S.  DEPLOYED  STRATEGIC  BOMBER  WEAPONS  UNDER  ALTERNATIVE  START  PROPOSAL 


Bomber  and  weapon  type 


By  end  of  calendar  year — 


1982 

1983 

1984 

1985 

1936 

1987 

1988 

1989 

1990 

1991 

1992 

1993 

1994 

1995 

152 

152 

126 

100 

74 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

304 

304 

252 

200 

148 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

628 

488 

348 

212 

212 

212 

56 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

628 

488 

348 

21? 

212 

212 

56 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

384 

384 

384 

384 

384 

384 

384 

268 

100 

100 

80 

60 

0 

« 

384 

384 

384 

384 

384 

384 

384 

268 

100 

100 

80 

60 

0 

64 

204 

344 

480 

306 

132 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

64 

204 

344 

480 

306 

132 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

192 

612 

1,032 

1,440 

1,788 

2,136 

2,400 

2,400 

2,400 

1,800 

1,800 

360 

0 

a 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

192 

400 

640 

800 

600 

360 

120 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

96 

200 

320 

400 

300 

180 

60 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

600 

1,320 

2,040 

2.400 

2,400 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

72 

208 

432 

656 

800 

800 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

36 

104 

216 

328 

400 

400 

2,800 

3,220 

3,562 

3,892 

3,814 

3,880 

3,880 

3,896 

3,908 

3,812 

3,728 

3,684 

3,600 

3,600 

PROJECTED  U.S.  STRATEGIC  WARHEAD  RETIREMENT  UNDER  ALTERNATE  START  PROPOSAL 


Delivery  vehicle 

During  calendar  year 

Subtotal 

1983 

1984 

1985 

1986 

1987 

1988 

1989 

1990 

1991 

1992 

1993 

1994 

1995 

ICBM’S: 

Minuteman  lit  (MK-12A) . . . 

0 

0 

240 

240 

240 

180 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

900 

Minuteman  II  (Mk-12) . 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

60 

240 

240 

210 

0 

0 

0 

0 

750 

Minuteman  II . 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

80 

90 

80 

80 

100 

20 

>450 

Titan  II . . . . . 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7 

27 

18 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

52 

Subtotal . 

0 

0 

240 

240 

247 

267 

258 

320 

300 

80 

80 

100 

20 

>2,152 

SLBM’s: 

Poseidon . 

0 

720 

144 

144 

288 

288 

432 

576 

144 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,736 

Trident  1  (Lafayette) . . . 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

384 

512 

384 

256 

•1,536 

Subtotal . 

0 

720 

144 

144 

288 

288 

432 

576 

144 

384 

512 

384 

256 

•4,272 

Bombers: 

SRAM's . 

0 

26 

26 

200 

56 

80 

0 

0 

64 

36 

36 

36 

0 

•560 

Bombs . 

0 

52 

52 

226 

226 

184 

52 

52 

32 

28 

28 

48 

0 

980 

Subtotal . . . 

0 

78 

78 

426 

282 

264 

52 

52 

96 

64 

64 

84 

0 

•  1,540 

Total . 

. . 

— 

0 

798 

462 

810 

817 

819 

742 

948 

540 

528 

656 

568 

276 

4  7,964 

>  It  is  assumed  that  all  the  Minuteman  II  ICBM's  would  be  retired.  However,  if  the  United  States  does  not  deploy  a  new  single-warhead  ICBM  (denoted  MX-2  in  this  projection),  and  retains  the  450  Minuteman  II  ICBM's  (in  addition  to 
deploying  50  Minuteman  Il’s  from  storage  into  Minuteman  III  silos),  the  number  of  ICBM  warheads  retired  would  be  reduced  by  450. 

« Trident  I  SLBM  warheads  on  Lafayette-class  SSBN's  are  accounted  to  be  retired.  In  reality,  however,  the  SLBM’s  and  their  warheads  would  be  removed  from  the  Lafayette-class  SSBN's  and  redeployed  with  additional  Ohio-class  SSBN’s.  Thus, 
reducing  the  number  of  SLBM  .warheads  that  would  be  retired  by  1,536  warheads. 

'The  number  of  SRAM's  shown  are  those  projected  would  be  rebred.  In  reality,  however,  132  SRAM’s  are  projected  would  be  redeployed  and  are  herein  treated  as  new  deployment,  thus,  reducing  the  number  of  SRAM's  that  would  be  retired 
by  132  SRAM’s. 

4  See  notes  above. 


PROJECTED  U.S.  STRATEGIC  WARHEAD  NEW  DEPLOYMENT  UNDER  ALTERNATE  START  PROPOSAL 


Delivery  vehicle 

During  calendar  year 

— 

Subtotal 

1983 

1984 

1985 

1986 

1987 

1988 

1989 

1990 

1991 

1992 

1993 

1994 

1995 

ICBM’S'  MX-2  . . . 

. .  0 

0 

0 

0 

7 

27 

46 

80 

80 

80 

80 

80 

20 

>500 

SLBM’s:  Trident  1  (Ohio) . 

. . .  192 

384 

192 

192 

384 

384 

384 

384 

192 

384 

384 

384 

192 

•4,032 

Bombers: 

$PAI4’< 

. . . .  0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

68 

64 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

•132 

. .  0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

40 

ALCM's _ _ _ 

 420 

420 

408 

348 

348 

264 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,208 

Subtotal . 

420 

420 

408 

349 

348 

264 

68 

64 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

•2,340 

Total . . . 

— 

_  ...  612 

804 

600 

540 

739 

675 

498 

528 

272 

464 

464 

464 

212 

•6,872 

*  It  is  assumed  that  all  the  Mmuteman  II  ICBM's  would  be  retired.  However,  if  the  United  States  does  not  deptov  a  new  single-warhead  ICBM  (denoted  MX-2  in  this  projection),  and  retains  the  450  Minuteman  II  ICBM's  (in  addition  to 
deploying  50  Minuteman  It's  from  storage  into  Minuteman  III  silos),  the  number  of  new  ICBM  warheads  deployed  would  be  reduced  by  450. 

*  Trident  I  SLBM  warheads  on  Lafavette-dass  SSBN's  are  accounted  to  be  retired.  In  reality,  however,  the  SLBM  s  and  their  warheads  would  be  removed  from  the  Lafayette-class  SSBN  s  and  redeployed  with  additional  Ohio-class  SSBN  s.  Thus, 
reducing  Mae  number  of  new  Trident  I  SLBM  warheads  that  would  be  deployed  by  1,536  warheads. 

» The  number  of  SRAM's  shown  are  projected  would  be  new  deployments.  In  reality,  however,  132  SRAM’s  would  come  from  redeployment  of  SRAM  s  from  retiring  aircraft  to  new  aircraft  deployed. 

4  The  net  new  deployment  of  bombs  is  shown  as  zero.  However,  new  bombs  could  replace  older  models  on  a  1-to-l  basis. 

'See  notes  (3)  ana  (4). 

•See  notes  above. 
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PROJECTED  AGGREGATE  OF  DEPLOYED  SOVIET  WARHEADS  UNDER  ALTERNATE  START  PROPOSAL 


By  end  of  calendar  year — 


uewvwy  system 

1982 

1983 

1984 

1985 

1986 

1987 

1988 

1989 

1990 

1991 

1992 

1993 

1994 

1995 

ICBM’s/SLBM's... 

..  7,728 

8,122 

313 

7,726 

393 

7,480 

633 

7,218 

913 

7,100 

1,234 

6,620 

1,554 

6,140 

5,680 

5,360 

5,174 

5,094 

4,996 

4,996 

8ombers._ . 

313 

1,874 

2,224 

2,560 

2,560 

2,560 

2,560 

2,560 

Totals . 

_  8,041 

8,435 

8,119 

8,113 

8,131 

8,334 

8,174 

8,014 

7,904 

7,920 

7,734 

7,654 

7,556 

7,556 

PROJECTED  AGGREGATE  OF  DEPLOYED  U.S.  WARHEADS  UNDER  ALTERNATE  START  PROPOSAL 


By  end  of  calendar  year— _ _ 

1982  1983  1984  1985  1986  1987  1988  1989  1990  1991  1992  1993  1994  1995 


ICBM's/SLBM's . 6,808  7,000  6,664  6,472  6,280  6,168  5,992  5,732  5,300  5,128  5,128  5,000  4,980  4,916 

Bombers _  2,800  3,220  3,562  3,892  3,814  3,880  3,880  3,896  3,908  3,812  3,728  3,684  3,600  3,600 

Total _ 9,608  10,220  10,226  10,364  10,094  10,048  9,872  9,628  9,208  8,940  8,856  8,684  8,580  8,516 


PROJECTED  SOVIET  AND  U.S.  COUNTERFORCE-CAPABLE  RV’S  UNDER  ALTERNATE  START  PROPOSAL 

[Closing  the  "Window  of  ICBM  Vulnerability”] 


ICBM  designation 

1982 

1983 

1984 

1985 

1986 

1987 

1988 

1989 

1990 

1991 

1992 

1993 

1994 

1995 

Soviet: 1 

SS-18  (10  RV’s) . . . . . . . . 

750 

750 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

O 

0 

0 

SS-18  (8  RV’s) . . . 

•  1,400. 

1,400 

1,360 

720 

80 

0 

0 

0 

O 

O 

0 

0 

0 

0 

SS-19  (6  RV’s) . . . . 

.  1,800 

1,800 

1,800 

1,800 

1,800 

1,380 

900 

420 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Total . . . 

.  3,950 

3,950 

3,160 

2,520 

1,880 

1,380 

900 

420 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

United  States: 

Minuteman  III  (3  MK-12A) . 

900 

900 

900 

900 

900 

660 

420 

180 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Mmuteman  HI  (3  MK-12) . 

750 

750 

750 

750 

750 

750 

750 

750 

690 

600 

210 

0 

0 

0 

Total _ _ _ _ _ _ 

..  1,650 

1,650 

1,650 

1,650 

1,650 

1,410 

1,170 

930 

690 

600 

210 

0 

0 

0 

Strike  ratio  (RV’s/ICBM’s ):  * 

Soviet..^ . . . . . .  3.75  3.75  3.00  2.59  2.11  1.70  1.23  0.62  0  0  0  0  0  0 

United  States - - - - - -  1.18  1.18  1.25  1.33  1.42  1.31  1.17  1.01  0.82  0.79  0.31  0  0  0 


1  The  RV  s  carried  by  the  MIRV’s  version  of  the  SS-17  are  not  included.  Currently,  the  MIRVd  SS-17  does  not  have  sufficient  accuracy  to  destroy  U.S.  ICBM  silos  with  a  high  degree  of  probability. 

8  Assuming  100-percent  availability  and  reliability  of  the  missiles  and  warheads  (an  optimistic  assumption),  a  strike  ratio  equal  to  or  larger  than  2  denotes  a  theoretical  capability  to  target  at  least  2  reentry  vehicles  against  each  silo.  Thus, 
if  each  of  the  reentry  vehicles  has  a  high  single-shot-kill  probability  (SSKP)  of  destroying  a  silo,  a  strike  ratio  equal  to  or  larger  than  2  signifies  a  theoretical  capability  to  destroy  the  opposing  ICBM  force  at  their  silos.* 
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